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Who is the licea

The lICC is a bi-partisan renewable energy citizen’s
watchdog group based in Blissfield, M.

Our constituents are approximately 40%

Democratic & 60% Republican. They range from
self-identified liberal environmentalists to free-

market libertarians.
Many of our Supporters live on

the front lines of
i

ndustrial wind development in the State of
Michigan.

We seek energy policy that is affordable, reliaple
and socially and en vironmentally responsible.
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- B Interior (14,802 MW, 173 contracts)

West (6,835 MW, 68 contracts)

- Great Lakes (2,356 Mw, 33 contracts)
Northeast (855 Mw, 20 contracts)

® Southeast (268 MW, 6 contracts)
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2", Prohlem: Instate Mandates Unconstitutional
“Michigan cannot, without violating the
Commerce clause of Article I of the Constitution,

discriminate against out-of-state renewable
energy.” —Hon. Richard Posner, 7t Circuit
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Senator Biff Seitz, Chairman
of the Senate Public Utilities
Committee feq the charge,

His efforts enjoyed the
Support of AEP Duke,
FirstEnergy, OH Chambel;
IEU and hundreds of others.
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Instate renewable eénergy mandates
deprive Mi utilities, cooperatives (and
thus ratepayers) of their constitutional
right to acquire (subsidized) $22/MWh*
lowa wind and forcing them to buy
$50/MWh ($75/MWh fleet average) mI

wind instead.

*http:llemp.lbl.govlsiteslalllﬁles/201 3_Wind_TechnoIogies_Market_Report_Finals.pdf




Myth 2. g
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Wind and coaj énergy aiso have different Value

“...the production profiles for intermittent and
dispatchable generation and the value of the
electricity they produce are likely to be very
different, making comparisons based on levelized
cost alone meaningless”

Dr. Paul Joskow, MIT
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MPSC PA 295 renorls Nnow correct error-

“While the Commission js required to
make a determination about the cost
effectiveness of the renewable energy
standard as Compared to the life- cycle cost
of electricity of coal-fired generation, it
should be noted that renewable energy

wind resources are not equivalent on a vd &
capacity basis when compared to coal-fired g
or other base load dgeneration.”




saving accessory that can pe added to
existing fossil-fueled plants,

But the valye of the fuel saved by adding
wind to our portfolio is only ~$25/MWh for
coal or ~$35/Mwh for natura| gas.

That is g Poor valye.
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But that js false.

Wind energy is largely dependent
Upon gas-fired generators for grid
integration.



oad/Baseload_Factsheet.pdf



generators.




GE Explains:

“... if flexible generation assefts, such as gas

turbines, are not available, .. -renewabple
technologies will not pe deployed. In other
words, gas turbines are an essential
component of renewable energy sources’
ability to Peénetrate the market *




What's my poipta
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Caveat:

The slides | am about to show you assume a
Ml ratio of 2 parts gas to 1 part wind. This
ratio can vary with available transmissijon and
the generation mix in nearby grid regions.

our ratepayers to deploying and maintaining
two units of gas fired generation.

Thus a wind mandate is an even larger gas
mandate.




Mi 2014 Generation Profile:
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BAU ver Sus 30% wind: 30% wind could

- o essentially quadruple

Oour exposure to the
. 9as market.

Our current profile... o



Fuel price trends:
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What about the PTCD




$80 Wind PPa 2 gas price hedge?
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Gas would need to Permanently remain M
above ~$12/MWh for unsubsidized MI wind to ! | 8
be of any valye as 3 hedge. o g




at brings
any “hedge” valye.
But it’s the “2¢ year” part of the contract that
yields a theoretical hedge, not the underlying wind

Worse, what kind of

gas price hedge requires you
to commit to purch

asing 2 units of gas at market
price?
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“Wind energy is valuable as 3 Mmeans of reducing
the Consumption of water jn the power
generation sector.”




Water consumption vs. Water Use:

The thermoelectric
withdraw a lot of su

power sector in Ml does
rface water. ..

Type of use

Water source
L Great Lakes Inland Lakes and Streams Ground Water
Public supply 879.2 17.8 2473
Industrial 426.6 113.0 89.1
Irrigation 50 98.3 187.0
Thermoelectric power 8,404.2 476.7 41
LDomestic - : 2503
gtal 9,715.0 705.8 777.8
Source: Data reported in or calculated based on MDEG (2006).




Water Consumption vs. water lISEe:

....but it returns 98% of it to the source from
which it is withdrawn.

Table 1. Consumptive-use coefficients by water-use
category for the Great Lakes Basin

Water-use Median value Range of values
category (percent) (percent)
Domestic and 12 0-74
public supply

Industrial 10 0-35
Thermoelectric

power g 2 ! 0-21
Irrigation 70-100
Livestock 83 0-100
Commercial 10 4-26
Mining 10 0-58 J

Source: Shaffer & Runkle, 2007




What happens to the rémaining 2%2

It eévaporates, then condenses and
turns into rain.

A- Evapomtion!trmtpiration
B - Condensation
C - Precipitation
D - Infiltration
E - Runoff

F - Collection







| My pointa

Mandating wind eénergy as a means of
protecting our water js sellin

cure for a non

g an imaginary o
-existent disease.




Myth 5

d mandates create jobs in a new
economy.”




Wind-Relating Manufacturing

The wind Industry has over 950 manufacturin
industry that range from blade,

tomponent suppliers including

g facilities producin
tower ang turbine nacelle g

fiberglass ang stee

g products for the wind
Ssembly facilities to raw

= Number of manufa

cturing facilities j
State in the nation
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Myth 6

renewables to cost effectively reduce
emissions.”



Reference Case & Phase 1 Scenarios

EPA Assumptions and Methodology

Cost per ton of
CO, reduction

($/ton) *

MISO's MTEP-15 Business Ag Usual futyre assumptions**

Reference Case

Provement to all the coal-fired units

ortized over 10 years).

heat rate im
100/kW (am

Building Block 1 In 2020, apply a 6%

at a capital cost of §

Building Block 2

Building Block 3

Building Block 4

All Building Blocks Application of all building blocks.

CO, Constraint Application of g mass

to optimize.

* The cost per ton of CO
- Assumptiong matrix is

2 reduction is indicativ.

53

237

Present value caiculation for costs is
the driver for the higher cost.

70

60

38
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MISO: wind component ISmost $... by far

Reference case & Phase 1 scenarios

EPA Assumptions and Methodology Cost per ton of
CO, reduction F
| ($/ton) *

i Reference Case MISO’s MTEP-15 Business As Usual future aséumptions*" -

| Building Block 1 In 2020, apply a 6% heat rate improvement to alj the coal-fired units 5 et
at a capital cost of $100/kw (amortized over 10 years). }

' Building Block 2 Calculate and enforce, starting in 2020, 3 minimum fuel burn for 53 =
;‘ existing CC units to yield an annual 70% Capacity factor. R

237

Present vajue Ccalcdlation for costs is
the driver for the higher cost.

Building Block 3 Calculate and add the equivalent amount of wind MWs to meet the
incremental regional non-hydro renewable target. '

Building Block 4 Calculate the amount of energy savings for the MISO footprint and
incorporate it as a 20-year EE program in the mode|.

All Building Blocks Application of all building blocks. 60




EE program IS 2", mest éxXpensive block:

Reference Case & Phase 1 SCenarijos
EPA Assumptions and Methodoiogy

Cost per ton of =)
CO, reduction A f
($/ton) *
Reference Case MISO's MTEP-15 Business As Usual future assumptions*+

In 2020, apply a 6% heat rate im
at a capital cost of $100/kw (am

Building Block 1

provement to gy the coal-fireg units 5
ortized over 10 years).
Building Block 2

53
nnual 70%, Capacity factor.
Buiiding Block 3

nt of wind Mws to Mmeet the 237 |
Incremental regiona) non-hydro renewapie target. 2;?:";,":;?",?‘5::;‘?2;2{ e s5)
Building Block 4 Calculate the amount of energy savings for the MISO footprint ang
incorporate jt as a 20-year Eg Program in the mode|.
All Buiiding Blocks Application of all buiiding blocks.




ARugregate for all 4 biocks:

Reference case & Phase 1 scenarios

EPA Assumptions and Methodology Cost per ton of
| CO, reduction
| $/ton) *

Reference Case MISO’s MTEP-

15 Business As Usual future assumptions** -

.'; Building Block 1 In 2020, apply a 6% heat rate improvement to a| the coal-fired units 5
| at a capital cost of $100/kwW (amortized over 10 years).

. Building Block 2 Calculate and enforce, starting in 2020, 3 minimum fuel burn for 53
i' existing CC units to yield an annua| 70% Capacity factor. :

' Building Block 3 Calculate and adg the equivalent amount of wind MWs to meet the 237 |
| incremental regional non-hydro renewable target, ;;ﬁﬁ“;ﬁgj,fﬁ';:gﬂg costth

j Building Block 4 Calculate the amount of




Cost per ton of
O, reduction
($/ton) *
15 Business As Usyal future assumptiong*+

In 2020, apply a 6% heat rate im

Provement to g the Coal-fired units 5
at a capita| Cost of $100/kw (@amortizeq over 10 years).

Reference Case MISO's MTEP.

Building Block 1

Building Block 2 Calculate and enforce, Starting
existing Cc unit

in 2020, 3 minimum fuel burn for
S to yield an annual 70

53
° Capacity factor.

Building Block 3 Calculate and add the €quivalent amount of wing
incrementay region

MWs to meet the
al non-hydro ren

237
ewable target.

3
Present valye Caicutation for costs ig
the driver for the highar cost.
Calculate the amoynt of energy savings for the MISO footprint ang
incorporate itas g 20-year Eg Program in the mode|.

All Buiiding Blocks Application of all building block

Building Block 4

70

S.

Co, Constraint Application

ofa Mmass-based Co, reduction target allowing the mode|
to optimize.

* The cost Per ton of €O, reduction i3 indicative . i ions,
- Assumptiong matrix is ava; Www.misoey -org/E P
\___




Observation:

Reference case & Phase 1 scenarios
EPA Assumptions and Methodology

Cost per ton of
CO, reduction
($/ton) *

Reference Case MISO's MTEP.

15 Business As Usual future assumptions**

Building Block 1 In 2020, apply a 6% heat rate improvement to al| the coal-fired ynits 5
at a capital cost of $100/kW (amortized over 10 years).

Building Block 2 Calculate and enforce, starting in 2020, 5 minimum fuel burn for 53
existing CC units to yield an annyal 70% Capacity factor.

Building Block 3

Building Block 4

Calculate the amount of energy savings for the MISO footprint and
incorporate it as 3 20-year EE program in the model.

All Building Blocks Application of aji building blocks.

CO, Constraint Application of 3 mass-based CO; reduction target, allowing the mode| 38
to optimize.
* The cost per ton of CO, reduction is indicative — act

ual valyes may
nergy.org/Event

** Assumptions matrix is available at https:/imvww. misoe




at expenditure would reduce

but probably much
less.

.9 emissions by 50% and
CO2 emission by 25%,
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The IICC’s humbie request:

Michigan’s biparﬁsan Supporters of the

lICC send
a simple Mmessage:
We wholeheartedly Support the repeal of




“Suggesting that renewa

rapidly off fossij fuels in the United States,

China, India, or the world as a whole js almost

the equivalent of believing in the Easter Bunny

and Tooth Fairy.”
-Climate Scientist James Hansen &

bles will let ys phase




Questions:

Mr. Kevon Martis

BA-University of MI-1989
Lenawee County Rural Land Use
Committee-vice-chairman-2007-09
Riga Township Planning
Commission-Vice-chairman 2005-
2011
Interstate Informed Citizen’s
Coalition, Inc. Founding Director
2011-present

Kevon@kevonmartis.com
www.iiccusa.org




